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Executive Summary

Mobility, as evidenced by crowded airports and gngahighway congestion, presents a
growing challenge for California and its economitufe, impacting residents and businesses
alike. Polls taken in the Bay Area since 1995 mbastly show transportation to be either the
number one or number two source of regional cond@rmjected population growth in the
state and the region suggest that between now@B@| #his challenge will continue to
intensify. The proposed California high-speed padject has been designed to provide fast,
efficient transportation between California’s majoban centers, linking Los Angeles and
San Francisco through the rapidly-growing Centrall&y. At least 88 million Californians

are expected to ride the proposed high-speeddrainally by 2030.

The potential benefits of high-speed rail to theg Baea fall into four categories: business
and job creation; mobility (the mitigation of highwand airport congestion); urban
development; and climate change. Collectively, éffastors also yield quality-of-life
benefits for residents.

Business, Employment and Commercial Impacts

By 2030, high-speed rail will produce a sustainddgdercent increase in employment, or
48,000 new jobs in the Bay Area. Half of those jali§be in service industries such as
government, finance, real estate and insurancelé¥ale and retail trade, transportation,
communication and utilities will account for appmately one-quarter of this anticipated
growth. The project will stimulate between $6.9 &3dbillion in construction spending

within the region, mainly for tracks, stations aetated infrastructure. This will directly and
indirectly generate between 100,000 and 128,000/A8ag jobs during the period of
construction. Jobs created in the constructioharal transit sectors will pay high wages, and
will have a high rate of unionization comparedtatewvide averages.

From a business standpoint, reducing the timeblpstommuters in Bay Area traffic will
increase business productivity. Bay Area commutess approximately 150,000 hours each
day to congestion, at an annual economic cost faxpmately $2.6 billion. High-speed rail

will help Bay Area businesses expand their marg&ath within the state and, by bringing
workers in the Central Valley into closer reach] emable businesses to access a larger labor
pool. By providing more efficient access to CenWalley sites with lower costs, high-speed
rail may also help Bay Area businesses keep costitsee activity such as manufacturing in
California—activity that might otherwise go to otlatates or overseas due to the high cost of
land and labor in the Bay Area’s urban core.

The statewide system will stimulate tourism andosupgrowth in the restaurant and hotel
sectors by generating an increased visitor floyweeislly from foreign visitors who can more
conveniently access both Northern and Southerrio@ah in a single trip. San Francisco, with
its wealth of tourist destinations and large stockotel rooms, particularly stands to benefit.
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Commercially, the proposed high-speed rail systeay bre used to move light commercial
freight and parcels, avoiding delivery delays cowated intercity and urban roadways.

There is also a global aspect to high-speed rigih-Bpeed train service is becoming a
significant feature of advanced, globally compesiteconomies, with systems currently in
place or planned in France, the United Kingdom,iiggtaly, Belgium, the Netherlands,
Taiwan, Japan and China. California is the worddghth largest economy, and the
efficiencies and improved mobility produced by ghispeed rail system would support the
Bay Area’s and the state’s global competitveness.

Congestion Relief

While the high-speed rail system is designed prilsnéor intercity travel between Northern
and Southern California, it will also provide sificeant commuter benefits to the Bay Area.
This is particularly the case for employees comnguto Silicon Valley from the Central
Valley, where a growing segment of the region’s kimrce lives. Employers and employees
of Silicon Valley companies would also benefit fréime improved access provided by high-
speed rail to workers who live in San Francisco @mamute to Silicon Valley.

While the main trunkline to Southern California wbnot directly serve the East Bay,

$950 million of funds in the rail bond will be alatle statewide to fund the connection of
high-speed rail with other intercity, commuter digtit-rail systems, such as the Altamont
Commuter Express (ACE) and BART. Reflecting thenest of cities and organizations in the
East Bay in better access to high-speed rail andrtonunities in the Central Valley, the
California High-Speed Rail Authority is pursuingdiissions with East Bay agencies and
transit providers on an independent project to ldgvehared high-speed rail and commuter
train infrastructure in the Altamont Corridor, wiplessible terminal points in Oakland and/or
San Jose, or Livermore. An East Bay connectiongio-Speed rail, whether through efficient
connections from other rail systems or throughxdersion of the high-speed rail system itself,
would benefit East Bay commuters by relieving catiga on the crowded 1-580 corridor.

High-speed rail on the Peninsula will relieve caiga on Highway 101 and support
improved Caltrain service by funding the accelatatevelopment of shared infrastructure
(railbeds, grade crossings and electrification)e $¥stem will cut travel time between San
Francisco and San Jose to thirty minutes. Busimasslers, commuters and tourists arriving
in San Francisco and San Jose on high-speed wdirsenefit from efficient access to bus
and other train systems at major intermodal faedisuch as the Transbay Terminal and
Diridon Station.

The alternative that high-speed rail offers wilbpide significant relief to congestion in the
Los Angeles—San Francisco air corridor, the moavitetrafficked in the country. In 2005,
there were 8.6 million air trips, which accounted 43 percent of all intercity trips between
the two regions. With limited runway space and tgions for expansion, all three Bay Area
airports—San Francisco, Oakland and San Jose—dagetérm capacity constraints. If built,
high-speed rail to Southern California will relieleag-term air traffic congestion in the
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region by shifting a portion of short-haul, in-gaiir traffic to trains that deliver competitive
travel times. This will allow airports to allocat®re of their existing capacity to long-
distance and international flights, and will redeoagestion and improve the travel
experience for travelers using the airports. SFDs&e the greatest impact.

Urban Development, Land Use and Quality of Life

High-speed rail stations will be catalysts for giiownd urban infill patterns that support and
advance land use policies that are being widelptaibby Bay Area elected, civic and
planning leaders. Stations will promote more compgaansit-oriented development in the
immediately surrounding areas. This will increasspprty values, generate new
opportunities for development, and facilitate teeelopment of more livable, walkable
urban districts and communities. Businesses sedlattgr commuting conditions for their
employees and businesses whose employees freqtrendy to Southern California can be
expected to concentrate in those areas, produtrioigger business districts that support
increased retail, service and entertainment agtivit

Environmental Considerations

CO2 emission reduction is becoming a significaratl gor many Bay Area businesses and
communities. High-speed rail will help the stateetrtbe CO2 emissions targets outlined in
the Global Warming Solutions Act (AB32) by reduci@®?2 emissions in California by 12
billion pounds annually by 2030. Traveling by higipeed train will use one-third the energy
of a similar trip by air, and one fifth the eneiigthe trip were made by car. A high-speed rail
trip from San Francisco to Los Angeles will savd punds of CO2 over the same trip by
car. The same trip from San Jose to Los Angeldggetierate 288 pounds less CO2.

Introduction

The California High-Speed Rail Authority was formadl996 to develop a high-speed ralil
system connecting Northern and Southern Califoin@yding all major metropolitan areas
of California, at speeds of over 200 miles per hdine proposed California high-speed train
(HST) would link Bay Area cities to the Central Mgl Sacramento and Southern California,
incorporating linkages to airports, regional maaasgit, and highway networks.

Of the $9.95 billion in proposed bond funding oe tovember ballot, $9 billion would be
used to develop and construct the core segmehedfyistem, connecting San Francisco with
Los Angeles. The bond proceeds would be used tirgcqght-of-way, trains and related
equipment, and to construct the required poweresyst tracks, structures and stations. Bond
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proceeds may be used to provide no more than htiedotal cost. The Authority must
therefore develop private and other public (egdefal) funding sources to cover the balance.

An alotment of $950 million of the bond funds wouble available to other passenger rail systems
for capital improvements that expand their capéaoityonnect to the high-speed rail system.

Of the $950 million, $190 million is earmarked fotercity rail services, while the remaining
$760 million would be available to other urban anthmuter passenger rail services.

The Authority has overseen a number of environmemtd economic impact studies over the
course of the last decade, and has evaluated @dtedérship for a range of rail routes and
stations. Options were considered in the contesegtral objectives:

B Supplement strained capacity at major airportscamohterstate highways;

B Supplement current transportation systems to iseregercity mobility;

m  Provide intermodal linkages with local transitpairts and highways;

B Reduce travel time between California’s major urbamters;

B Reduce vehicle miles traveled for intercity tripglagreenhouse gas emissions;
B Assure the most environmentally-sensitive routesinbs;

B Implement the project in phases by 2020; and

m  Generate revenues above operation and maintenastse c

One of the most important decisions before the éuityrwas the choice for the route
connecting the Bay Area to the Central Valley. Tpwionary options were considered—the
Altamont Pass (east of Livermore) and the Pachess Bsouth of San Jose)—with the
Pacheco Pass route eventually being chosen. Ie twssiderations, the Authority
determined that the Pacheco Pass route offeredevdirect route from Southern California,
higher potential ridership and various land useshitm

This report looks at the economic and quality f& lienefits and impacts of implementing
high-speed rail in the Bay Area. It does not attetogngage in cost-benefit comparisons or
analysis of the benefits of alternative routes, iaddes not assess the impact of high-speed
rail in other regions of the state, which is theu® of other independent studies. It does,
however, include an extensive discussion of linkdagtween the Bay Area and those parts of
the Central Valley that could be considered pathefemerging San Francisco Bay/Northern
California megaregion.

The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) developedthfar Authority in 2004 (and updated in
2007) by Cambridge Systematics provides a founddtothis report, which draws on
relevant parts of its analysis. Data from the E#R heen supplemented by a review of other
relevant studies that relate to high-speed raithér quantitative analysis, and interviews
with regional government, business, labor, civingportation, and economic development
organizations and leaders.



Assessing the Impact
of High Speed Rail in the Bay Area

In the greater Bay Area, high-speed rail, usingitheheco Pass route chosen by the High-
Speed Rail Authority, would pass through or makesat: Modesto (Amtrak Briggsmore),
Merced (SP Downtown), Gilroy, Morgan Hill, San J@&idon Station), Redwood City,
Millbrae-SFO, and San Francisco’s Transbay Termifalunderstand the implications of high-
speed rail for the Bay Area, one must first conside context of high-speed rail in California.

The California Context

As of 2005, California had an estimated populagbB6.1 million, supporting 20.9 million
jobs. By 2030, the state’s population is expectegrow to 48 million people, and jobs to
nearly 29 million. As the world’s eighth largesbeomy, California needs to invest in the
infrastructure to support that growth and sust@iconomic competitiveness and the quality
of life of its residents. The need to improve Qatifia’s transportation networks can be
specifically traced to several pressure points:

®  Future growth in intercity commuters;

B Capacity constraints at existing highways and aigpo

m  Congestion and delays adversely affecting busiaedspersonal travel; and
m  Growing concern with climate change and greenhgaseemissions.

Communities up and down the state each have thgirconcerns with the quality of
California’s transportation infrastructure. Sanrtéiaco, for example, is not directly served
by any major statewide rail system: the current vakntoute to Los Angeles now requires
two bus transfers and a total travel time of oeerhours.

While a range of major transportation projects hsas highway and airport expansions, are
being considered for development between now aB0,28udies suggest that these
improvements will not be adequate to accommodatstidite’s growth. By mid-century,
California would require at least two new majoipaits—in the north and in the south—and
more than 3,000 miles of freeway, at a cost of $didi@n. However, due to environmental,
financial and political constraints, it is unclegnether highways and airports can actually be
built or expanded to the extent necessary to makffothia’s growing requirements.
Environmental sustainability is an additional camcé&iven the challenges that a major
expansion of the state’s existing transportatidrasiructure will face, the development of a
scalable statewide rail system that can be exparedatively simply, by the acquisition of
additional rolling stock, offers an option with thetential to meet a significant part of the
state’s needs through the 21st century.
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The debate on high-speed rail and its contributoiine economy and the quality of life of
Californians should be seen in this context. Basethe conservative assumption that costs
for air and automobile transportation remain camstat least 88 million passengers are
projected to ride the high-speed train annuall0$0. High-speed rail offers an alternative
approach to mobility in an environment charactetiag growing challenges and increasingly
constrained options.

Proposed High-Speed Rail Route
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Assessing the Impact of High-Speed Rail in the Bay Area

Study Area

The Bay Area is composed of nine counties with gugadion of nearly 7 million people and
an economy supporting nearly 3 million jobs. By @@8e region’s population is projected to
grow by 1.7 million, adding 1.4 million jobs. By 20, the Bay Area’s population is projected
to reach nearly 10 million.

This growth is expected to be relatively compadth w0 percent taking place in the cities
and suburbs that ring the Bay. This also meangiieatemaining 40 percent of growth will
occur in the region’s outer fringe of distant suiiand farmlands. Much of this growth is
expected to occur in adjacent counties in the @éwalley. By 2030, the Central Valley will
see its population grow by 2.4 million and will a@i@i0,000 jobs. A significant part of that
growth will result from the continued outflow to @eal Valley cities of Bay Area workers in
search of affordable housing. The connection tdCtbietral Valley is, therefore, a key
consideration when evaluating high-speed rail'sanotp on the region.

For its purposes, the High-Speed Rail Authorityirtes the San Francisco Bay Area as
composed of the five counties that would be diyesélrved either by high-speed rail or by
interconnecting rail service:

m  Alameda County;

m Contra Costa County;

®  San Francisco County;
®  San Mateo County; and
m  Santa Clara County.

Since the high-speed train (HST) would not passutin the North Bay counties of Marin,
Solano, Sonoma, or Napa, they were not includédamuthority’s EIR/EIS Study.
However, these counties would indirectly benebihirthe HST, in much the same way that
North Bay counties benefit from regional facilit@sch as San Francisco and Oakland
International Airports. This study therefore addessthose impacts for the North Bay.

The likely impacts of high-speed rai—whether frime standpoint of jobs, business,
mobility, or land use—should be considered not ft@h the standpoint of the nine core
Bay Area counties, but also from the standpoinwledt is quickly emerging as a Northern
California megaregion. This expanded region coasrmany as 21 California counties,
including Santa Cruz, San Benito and Monterey &osibuth; San Joaquin, Stanislaus and
Merced Counties in the Central Valley; and the sevacramento area counties (Sacramento,
El Dorado, Placer, Sutter, Yolo, Yuba and Colulida¥ linked by a common labor pool; an
extended commute shed; interconnected businederdyand shared port, airport and
highway infrastructure. By 2030, the megaregion alve a total population of over 15
million, with 8.7 million in the nine core Bay Aremunties and 6.6 million in the twelve
outlying counties.
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Ten Emerging “"Megaregions” in the United States
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Perhaps the biggest challenge presented by thiggemgeeality is infrastructure. Mega-
regions are not concentrated entities, but areanstomposed of interconnected cities linked
through overlapping commute sheds and key highwagibcorridors. This puts a premium
on reliable, efficient transportation infrastru&uas population expands and reliance on
existing highway networks grows. The San FrancRBlemning and Urban Research
Association (SPUR) estimates that every counthénSacramento and San Joaquin Valleys
more than doubled its population per square miteséen 1972 and 2004. Between 1980 and
2000, the number of commuters from the 12 surroyghdounties into the Bay Area
quadrupled, from 30,000 to 117,000, placing enosrand unanticipated stress on the
region’s roads and highways. As the Central Vadleggrowth continues, improved and more
diverse transportation options will be criticaburban sprawl is to be contained and the
destruction of open space and farmland reducedit@)oalife—increasingly impaired by
lengthening commutes—is an aspect of the regi@taid that will be directly impacted by
future transportation decisions.
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Business, Employment
and Commercial Impacts

A state-wide high-speed train system has the patéotbenefit Bay Area and other
California businesses in several respects.

Job Creation

Job growth estimates produced for the Environméniphct Report (EIR) compare
employment levels in 2005 with projected employngnatwth between 2005 and 2030 if

high-speed rail is or is not built. Looking ahea®030—15 years after the anticipated 2016

completion of the high-speed train’s main line fr&an Francisco to Los Angeles—allows
time for the system’s market impacts to kick in @ndbles a deeper understanding of the
secondary benefits the HST will bring to the Bag#r

Year 2030 Employment & Population

Percent Change from Year 2005 Conditions

Employment Population
County No Project | High-Speed Rail | No Project | High-Speed Rail
Alameda 30.809 32.00% 40.50% 41.40%
Contra Costa 50.00% 51.20%% 51.60% 52.30%
San Francisco 25.20% 26.20% 7.40% 9.30%
San Mateo 37.20% 38.40% 16.10% 17.10%
Santa Clara 33.70% 34.80%% 26.30% 28.10%
Bay Area Total 33.90% 35.00% 30.80% 32.00%

Source Economic Growth Effects Analysis’/Environmental I mpact Report and Tier 1 Environmental
Impact Statement, Cambridge Systematics Inc., July 2007 (4-3)
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Statewide studies suggest that high-speed railgeillerate a moderate increase in overall
jobs in California, above the level of job creattbat could normally be expected if the
project were not built. In the Bay Area, there veibbk a modest 1.1 percent increase in
employment, with 48,000 new jobs created. Alamedar®/ would see the highest level of
job growth (1.4 percent) in the region, while Saarf€isco would see the highest growth in
population (13,472).

The construction of a high-speed train would creat® jobs in a number of industries.
Service industries that occupy commercial officecgpand tend to support relatively high-
paying white-collar jobs would be most likely togaggate in the higher-density development
that is expected in the immediate vicinity of hgiheed rail stations. Sectors such as finance,
insurance, real estate, and similar services wacédunt for half of this anticipated growth,
while wholesale and retail trade, transportati@mounication and utilities would account
for approximately one-quarter.

Year 2030 Employment & Population: County & Bay Area Totals

Employment Population
2030 2030
High- High-
2005 No Speed 2005 No Speed

County Conditions | Project Train Conditions | Project Train
Alameda 953,937 1,247,413 1,259,563 1,451,065 24838 2,051,196
Contra
Costa 508,854 763,445 769,521 1,017,644 1,543,05849526
San
Francisco 779,357 975,823 983,634 741,025 796,208 809|680
San Mateo 522,830 717,526 723,835 701,175  814,06521,083
Santa Clarg 1,323,920 1,769,408 1,785,181  1,705,75852,963 2,183,649
Bay Area
Total 4,088,898| 5,473,705 5,521,734 5,616,067 7,BA4| 7,415,114

SourceBay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train (HST) Program Environmental Impact Report / EIR/EIS
California High-Speed Rail Authority & U.S. DOT Ferdl Railroad Administration, May 2008 (5-14)

The project can be expected to generate signifiwamtbers of construction jobs, tied to the
construction of tracks, stations and related itftecsure. Total direct construction spending
in the Bay Area is estimated to range between $8il80n (based on relative levels of
urbanization in regions served by the system) &@4sbillion (based on the distribution of
track within the statewide system). Both of thesthuods of measurement point to significant
economic benefits in spending and employment. dhadér measure indicates total regional
spending of $15.3 billion and employment gains 28,883 during the construction period.
The latter measure indicates total regional spendir$11.99 billion, and 100,122 new jobs

10
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created. These estimates embrace jobs and spehdirgye related to construction activity,
and include jobs and spending that are induceddirectly generated by construction
activity, as well as direct jobs in the constructszctor.

There are uncertainties about the exact distribugfaconstruction costs by region, but the
following table illustrates what the allocation aimés would be if they are scaled according
to regional population or to the track mileage with region.

Distribution of High-Speed Rail Construction Costs

Percentage Method 1 | Planned | Percent- | Method 2
2006 of Cost Miles of | age of Cost

Region Population® | Population | (Millions) | Track® | Track | (Millions)
Central Valley 4,897,472 14.86% $5,946 363| 47.92% $19,168
Bay Area 7,334,107 22.26% $8,904 132| 17.36%|  $6,944
Los Angeles 10,747,801 32.62%  $13,048 84| 11.09%  $4,436
Inland Empire 4,026,135 12.22% $4,888 79| 10.43%  $4,172
Orange County 3,002,048 9.11% $3,644 38 5.02%  $2,007
San Diego 2,941,454 8.93% $3,571 62 8.18%| $3,274
Total 32,949,017 100.00%| $40,000 758| 100.00%| $40,000

SourceAllocating Construction Costs of California High-Speed Rail, Forward Observer, August 2008

gate & County QuickFacts, U.S. Census Bureau, July 2008, http:/quickfaetssus.gov/qfd/states/06000.html
?Interactive Rail Map, California High-Speed Rail Authority, http://mwsahighspeedrail.ca.gov/imap.htm

Leaders in the labor community see employment lisna&bt only in the number of jobs
created, but also in the kinds of jobs. From tleisspective, high-speed rail promises to create
diverse jobs at different rungs of the employmanter including planning, engineering,
construction, maintenance, service and operatieadjng to a range of potential career
paths. Many of the jobs directly created by highesprail will be well compensated,
unionized positions, with good benefits. Wheredkierage wage for non-professional
workers in California is $13.93, the average wagthe rail sector is $17.70 and is $16.34 in
public transit. The average wage in the constracector, which would also benefit directly,
is $17.07. Unionization rates in the state avefidlgpercent across all industries. For the
public transit sector, the rate is 44 percenty&rand other transportation, 25 percent; and
for construction, 19 percent.

The total level of economic benefits that high-gpesl brings will depend on local
economic characteristics. Companies will beneditrfraccess to larger labor pools, brought
by high-speed rail into commutable distance, omfiexpanded market reach. Areas with
low-cost land and labor may attract labor and lamensive industries; areas with highly
skilled and educated workforces may attract highet-firms (see discussion of land use
impacts below).
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Studies of high-speed rail systems in Europe apdrdaupport the conclusion that, in
general, the areas surrounding high-speed traiiossaoffer an attractive location for
commercial and office development. High-wage serinclustries, such as government,
finance, insurance and real estate, are partiguddiriacted to development in close proximity
to such stations, which provide convenient accaesbdth business travelers and long-
distance commuters. Supporting retail and otherices tend to follow.

Research in Europe and Japan also shows that pegddrain stations encourage more
business development in adjacent areas than caomahtail transit stations or highway
interchanges. French and Japanese high-speedtations in particular have been shown to
stimulate industry clustering, in which related aothplementary businesses locate close to
each other and collectively access common supporices and a shared labor force.

Productivity

Time lost to highway congestion has a negative chpa business productivity (see
discussion of congestion relief in Section Il). iHo8pent in traffic not only reduce time on
the job, but produce tiredness and tension in eyagl® that can impact workplace
effectiveness. To the extent that commuters aner ditisiness travelers use the high-speed
train as a faster, more comfortable, and ultimanetye reliable alternative to driving,
business productivity will benefit. Shorter tratiehes for executives and employees—
avoiding long-distance drives and the almost irzdolé highway backups—also translate to
business cost savings.

Estimated Peak Condition Total Travel Times (Door-to-Door)
between City Pairs by Auto, Air, and Conventional Rail

Auto | Auto | Air Air | Conventional
City Pair 2000 | 2030 | 2000 | 2030 Rail
Los Angeles downtown to
San Francisco downtown 6:28 6:50 3:30 3:38 10:05
Fresno downtown to
Los Angeles downtown 3:32 | 341 | 3:17| 3:24 5:46
Los Angeles downtown to
San Diego downtown 2:37 241 251 3:.01 3:26
Burbank airport to
San Jose downtown 531 | 554 | 2:146| 243 9:46
Sacramento downtown to
San Jose downtown 229 232 3:33 333 4:06

SourceBay Areato Central Valley High-Speed Train (HST) Program Environmental Impact Report / EIR/
EIS California High-Speed Rail Authority & U.S. DOBéferal Railroad Administration, May 2008 (1-9)
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Business, Employment and Commercial Impacts

Market Reach

Service businesses in particular may expand thaikeh reach through improved access to
new markets in the state, deepening their marls# bad increasing their sales and
employment. More efficient access to customergnpes, clients and suppliers throughout
the state will help regional firms achieve new ewrares of scale.

Workforce Access

Access to human capital is rapidly becoming aaaitiactor in determining economic
competitiveness. Faced with the nation’s highesshg costs, Bay Area companies are
challenged to attract and retain workers, who imyr@ases can't afford to live close to their
places of employment and endure long commutes fhenCentral Valley and elsewhere
where homes are more affordable. A fast rail link the potential to bring now relatively
remote regions of the state within commuting diséaof major business centers such as
San Francisco and Silicon Valley. Businesses wallenthe opportunity to capitalize on the
improved transportation option provided by highegbeail to tap into workforce pools in
once-remote areas, expanding the Bay Area’s lalbokeh Firms can be expected to
capitalize on the opportunities presented by betteess to workforce pools and to expansion
sites where housing and land are less expensivenahy Silicon Valley workers reside in
San Francisco (often due to the attractions dif@style and cultural amenities), employers
and employees of Silicon Valley companies would &lenefit from the improved access
between San Francisco and the South Bay that fpgéesrail would provide.

Business Location and Expansion

The wider market access, access to quality senacesmore efficient access to key
transportation facilities such as internationgpaits (San Jose/Mineta and SFO) provided by
high-speed rail will make less-costly areas inGleatral VValley more attractive for the siting of
new firms. Similar considerations would apply tevrifems headquartered in the Bay Area but
faced with the need to expand. Companies with mtimuor manufacturing facilities that are
too costly to sustain in the Bay Area’s high-pricede could particularly benefit. From this
perspective, high-speed rail presents an oppoyttmitetain manufacturing in California that is
currently at risk of leaving the state for lowersttocations in the U.S. or overseas.

Tourism

San Francisco can expect to benefit from additiomalism generated by more efficient
access to Southern California markets. This wikkclly support activity in the hospitality,
restaurant, retail and entertainment sectors, dss/enuseums and other cultural institutions.
A high-speed rail terminus at San Francisco’s Tvags erminal will deliver passengers
within walking distance of 30,000 hotel rooms, cention facilities and other tourist
destinations. To the extent that they offer ativeatultural amenities, other cities such as
San Jose can also expect to benefit from an inedeasitor flow from outside the region.
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The convenience of high-speed rail will put North@alifornia travel destinations within
comfortable reach of both Central Valley and Soutl@alifornia population centers for day
trips as well as longer stays. High-speed railalan be expected to generate additional visits
by foreign travelers, many of whom are accustormddaiveling by train and would find
including both Northern and Southern Californiatolegions in a single California trip more
attractive. The greater feasibility of a singleifdahia vacation encompassing both north and
south may also induce tourists to lengthen theits;iwith added benefits for the hotel and
restaurant sectors.

Commercial Goods Movement

A high-speed rail network may also be used to prarissmall packages and light parcels in
dedicated cars or trains. Dedicated trains wouldtrikely operate at night in order to avoid
disrupting passenger service, and would requirarsép loading and unloading facilities.
This mode of transport could be particularly efiieefor the shipment of small, high-value,
time-sensitive goods that are currently shippediigitway, since parcel delivery services
have been required to push back promised deliwergstin the Bay Area to account for
roadway congestion.

Global Competitiveness

World-class infrastructure is required to suppaotla-class economies. Innovative, world-
class companies and their employees are incregdikgly to locate and cluster in nations,
states, regions and cities with a diverse and eddamorkforce, high quality of life, and
world-class infrastructure. Experience in placeshsas Western Europe, Japan and now
China suggests that fast rail service is becomikgyacomponent of the infrastructure of
competitive 21st century economies. High-speeddrare currently operating in France, the
United Kingdom, Spain, Italy, Belgium, the Nethads, Taiwan and Japan, and are being
planned for China. Though difficult to quantify, the world’s eighth largest economy,
California’s global competitiveness will be enhathdxy the more efficient integration of
California’s markets, business networks and woidédhat high-speed rail will offer.

From each of the above perspectives, but partiguiam the perspectives of workforce
access and business location, the improved eftigiand lower costs afforded by high-speed
rail can be expected to increase the competitiveaeBay Area and other California
companies relative to businesses outside CalifoBydinking Bay Area companies more
effectively with potential manufacturing sites retCentral Valley, high-speed rail also
offers the possibility that California and the Banea can retain well-paid jobs and
manufacturing activity that otherwise may leavedtede.
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Congestion Relief

California’s highway system, airports, and conveml passenger rail systems have not kept
pace with the state’s expanding economy and pdpualaand are increasingly under stress.
The future demand brought on by further populaéind economic growth will increase those
strains. Currently, the Bay Area’s traffic congestis the second worst in the country, after
only Los Angeles. Regional polls taken by the BagaACouncil since 1995 consistently rate
transportation (traffic congestion, road conditiamsl public transit) as either the number one
or number two concern of Bay Area residents. Trartapion has ranked as the number one
concern in every year except 2003 and 2008, whendfjion faced unusually difficult
economic conditions.

Q.1 What do you think is the most important problem facing the
Bay Area today?

Issue 1995| 1996 1998| 1999| 2000( 2001 | 2002| 2003| 2004| 2006| 2007 | 2008
Transportation (in general,

and/or including traffic

congestion, road conditions,

and public transit) 16%33% | 40%| 38%| 43% | 32%| 32%| 25%| 26%| 35%| 33%| 18%
Economy (in general, and/qr

including unemployment

and cost of living) 12% 10%| 6% | 3%| 4%)| 27%| 20%| 33%| 23%| 17%| 7%| 22%
Housing 1% 2%| 8%| 1%2| 24%| 14%| 12%| 8% | 17%| 19%| 11%| 15%
Overpopulation / Crowding 5% 7%| 9%| 9%| 7%| 6%| 5%| 3%| 5%| 6%| 4%| 2%
Crime 32%| 24%| 12%| 7%| 1%| 3%| 6%| 4%| 6%| 12%| 10%| 9%
Homelessness 7% 4%| 5%| 7%| 2%| 6%| 5%| 7%| 3%| 6%| 3%| 1%
Schools and Education 600 6% | 14%| 6% | 4%| 6%| 5%| 7%| 6%| 14%| 4%| 5%
Environment / Pollution 8% 7%| 6%| 4%| 2%| 3%| 5%| 2%| 4%| 4%| 5%| 4%
Healthcare N/A N/A| NJA| N/A| N/A| NJA| N/A| N/A| 2%| 2%| 3%| 1%
Poor local government

leadership N/A N/A| 1% *| 1%| 2%| 2%| 3%| 3%| 5%| 3%| 1%

Source Bay Area Council Poll, 1995-2008, Bay Area Council

Absent concerted action at the state and regienald, transportation congestion will
continue to generate longer travel times, loweirimss productivity, and degraded service
reliability for affected transportation modes (eajr travel and parcel delivery service).
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The strain on the region’s transportation netwoilktve felt primarily in major corridors.

One clear impact is that peak travel times withie tegion will be extended over more hours
of the day. The Metropolitan Transportation Commis's 2000 San Francisco Bay Crossing
Study, for example, projects that peak Bay Bridgessing periods will more than double,
from 1.5 hours in 2000 to 3.5 hours by 2020.

The Bay Area Regional Transportation Plan projaatincrease of 249 percent between
1990 and 2020 in the average daily number of vethiours attributed to traffic delay in the
Bay Area. Congestion is both an economic and quaelitife issue. According to the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, in 200& 150,000 daily hours of Bay Area
commute congestion had an estimated economic €8 @ billion.

Highway Congestion and Traffic Mitigation

The Bay Area experiences some of the worst traffi@yestion in the country. Among cities
where most commuters drive to work, Bay Area regglare more likely to find themselves
stuck in traffic. The Economic Institute’s 2008 Banea Economic Profile report found that the
amount of time lost to traffic delays by Bay Areargnuters rose from 62 hours in 1993 to just
under 72 hours in 2003, compared to 67 hours iangdl 51 in Boston and 49 in New York.

The proposed high-speed train system is intendsdrige primarily as an intercity network
linking the major population and job centers of tdern and Southern California. For Bay
Area residents, the system also offers significamimuter benefits. This is particularly the
case for employees commuting to Silicon Valley fritva Central Valley, where a growing
segment of the region’s workforce lives. The Asation of Bay Area Governments (ABAG)
estimates that 130,000 people commute from ther@lévialley and San Benito County into
the Bay Area on a daily basis.

While the Bay Area’s population is growing, the €@ahValley’s is growing faster. The
population of San Joaquin County, just over thamibnt Pass, is projected to grow more
than 200 percent by 2050, and Sacramento Counkgeala 132 percent increase. The
greatest increase in intra-regional travel will @from this direction. The Metropolitan
Transportation Commission estimates that by 208thmber of commuters from the
Sacramento Valley will rise by over 200 percent9;800), and from the San Joaquin Valley
by 112 percent (+60,600). Regional mobility anddhbality of life of Bay Area residents will
therefore be significantly impacted by the urbatigras and transit options that are
developed between now and then.

Proposed high-speed train stations in Modesto, &terGilroy and Morgan Hill will provide a
fast alternative to driving, reduce highway congestand generally improve driving conditions
in Silicon Valley. High-speed rail through the @jyrstation will provide added access and
connectivity between the Bay Area and the Mont&ay area. Rail improvements being
considered to link the East Bay to the high-spesd tn the Central Valley through the
Altamont Corridor would have similar benefits.
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As indicated in the table on page 9, within theed®ay Area counties, high-speed rail is ex-
pected to stimulate an additional 1.2 percent ijmri increase (above projections for 2030
without high-speed rail). This growth, howeverlikgly to take place near high-speed train
stations. In other words, new residents attracetie¢ Bay Area and the Central Valley by
high-speed rail are most likely to locate in thesarimmediately adjacent to high-speed train
stations, and would rely on the high-speed traia pgmary mode of transit. Congestion,
however, can be expected to increase in the imrieediainity of high-speed train stations.

While the main high-speed train trunkline would setve all cities and counties in the region,
other communities would benefit from funding praaadin the rail bond measure that allocates
$950 million to support linkage of other rail systeto the high-speed train network. Of the
$950 million, $190 million would be allocated fottércity rail, and $760 million for urban

and commuter rail.

East Bay

In the East Bay, where concern with transportaiatme Central Valley focuses heavily on the

I-580 Altamont Corridor, rail bond funds would beadable to support improvements to BART in
the South Bay and the ACE train to Stockton. Altfiothe Pacheco Pass route was selected by the
California High-Speed Rail Authority as the primaoyte into the Bay Area, the Authority is
actively pursuing discussions with East Bay agenare transit providers on an independent
project to develop shared high-speed rail and caemmofrastructure in the Altamont Corridor,

with possible terminal points in Oakland and/or Sase, or Livermore (connecting to an extended
BART). That infrastructure would be configured joint use by high-speed trains and commuter
rail, with a core objective of connectivity to Oaktl and Oakland International Airport.

Although not yet proposed or funded, other railremtions that may be considered for
funding include a fast commuter train (100 miles Ipgur plus) connecting the East Bay to
the proposed high-speed train station in Stockdoiast train to the Central Valley, if built,
would link Bay Area employment centers to the latge@ncentration of commuters in the
Central Valley, helping to relieve congestion ds8B.

Funding Allocation for California State Passenger Rail Services
20% of $950 Million Available for Intercity Rail
and 80% Available to Other Operators, pursuant to Senate Bill 1856*

Operator Mode Potential Revenue Percentage of Total

SF Muni Cable Car $11,894,494 1.60%

SCRRA Commuter Rail $121,805,629 16.00%

Coaster Commuter Rail $17,925,689 2.40%

Caltrain Commuter Rail $45,688,457 6.00%

ACE Commuter Rail $17,572,615 2.30%
[Table Continued on Next Page]
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Funding Allocation for California State Passenger Rail Services
20% of $950 Million Available for Intercity Rail
and 80% Available to Other Operators, pursuant to Senate Bill 1856*
[Continued]

Operator Mode Potential Revenue | Percentage of Total
LACMTA Heavy Rail $41,368,155 5.40%
BART Heavy Rall $284,987,199 37.50%
LACMTA Light Rail $56,104,682 7.40%
Sacramento RT Light Ralil $21,044,357 2.80%
San Diego Trolley Light Rall $63,260,137 8.30%
SF Muni Light Rail $57,153,864 7.50%
San-Jose-Santa Clara VTA Light Rai $21,194,724 80%
Total for All Except Intercity $760,000,000

Intercity Rail $190,000,000

Total Available $950,000,000

SourceSB1856, Intercity Rail Funding, Forward Observer, August 2008

*Senate Bill 18565afe, Reliable High-Speed Passenger Train Bond Act for the 21t Century, Approved and Filed
Septermber 19, 2002

A proposed intermodal transit facility at Union YCaould serve as a major connector to the
high-speed train for East Bay residents. The fgaddieligible to receive $320 million in capital
funds and additional operating funds from Regidvaasure 2 (the voter-passed measure that
allocated one dollar of Bay Area bridge tolls taduransit improvements), but additional
funding is needed from federal or other sourcesh s high-speed rail, to complete the
project. The facility would connect to the proposedt-west rail line linking the East Bay with
the Peninsula and Silicon Valley via the DumbaBodge. The Dumbarton rail project has
committed funding from San Mateo County, Santa&{2ounty and Alameda County. Union
City is developing a master plan calling for contphigh-density transit-oriented development
in the vicinity of its station, similar to plansrfthe Transbay Terminal and Diridon Station.
City leaders envision East Bay riders connectinpéchigh-speed train using an ACE train
connector to Stockton via San Jose, or by BARTal0 Bse.

San Jose

The high-speed train would serve San Jose throurgtoD Station, just west of downtown.
Current projections are that ten million riders pear will eventually transit Diridon using
multiple rail services (ACE, Caltrain, BART, VTA dmigh-speed rail). While the primary
ridership to San Jose will be business travelers fouthern California, another segment of
riders will come from business and other commuigrs currently drive from Fresno or Merced.
For those travelers, high-speed rail will offeraatf reliable, and safer alternative to driving.
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Peninsula

On the Peninsula, bond funds will support improvets¢o the infrastructure the high-speed
train would share with Caltrain, including eledtiétion, railboed widening, grade separation,
and safety enhancements. The corridor would indadetracks: two for high-speed rail and
two for Caltrain. Though high-speed rail fundingulbnot fund Caltrain directly, the above
improvements to Caltrain’s infrastructure wouldedity benefit the Caltrain system and its
riders, as well as drivers on Highway 101 and |;2800 would benefit from the decreased
congestion resulting from both high-speed rail er¢which would include a limited
number of Peninsula stops) and from improved Galsarvice.

San Francisco

For San Francisco, high-speed rail would providesgor new transportation link, not just
with Los Angeles but also with San Jose. High-spesd service will cut travel time
between San Jose and San Francisco to thirty minpteviding commuters a major new
option and, by taking cars off the road, reduciaggestion in the heavily-trafficked
Highway 101 corridor.

Transbay Terminal Exterior: Conceptual exterionwid San Francisco's Transbay Terminal
Source: Newlands & Company, Inc., www.nc3d.com

The new Transbay Terminal proposed for downtownBancisco will be an intermodal
facility designed to accommodate multiple transitd@s including seven regional bus
systems, BART (through a pedestrian extension) hagit-speed rail. Proposition H, passed
by San Francisco voters in 1998, directs that flam3bayTerminal accommodate future
high-speed rail, as does Regional Measure 1, wautiorizes the allocation of $1 of

Bay Area bridge tolls to support improved regiomahsit.
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The project financing and completion of the Trasbarminal, conceived as the “Grand
Central Station of the West,” does not depend gh-Bpeed rail being built, but the Joint
Powers Authority responsible for development ofghgect anticipates that at least $600
million of high-speed rail funds will be availalile support the construction of the shared
high-speed rail-Caltrain extension from Caltrartsrent terminus at Fourth and Townsend
Streets to the Transbay Terminal. The mobility @ffef this extension would be to bring rail
access directly to the heart of San Francisco,imditimg the need to take a bus or taxi from
Fourth and Townsend, and providing more efficiettess to both San Jose and Los Angeles.
Utilization of the Transbay Terminal’s facilitiey bigh-speed rail passengers can also be
expected to benefit the local transit systems twhvhigh-speed train riders will connect,
terminal concessions, and transit users in getlem@lgh the improved safety that comes
with high-volume, round-the-clock activity.

Transbay Terminal Interior: This interior view ofahsbay Terminal shows how high-speed rail wouktai in
a large transit oriented station.

Source: Newlands & Company, Inc., www.nc3d.com

North Bay

Although high-speed rail will not serve the NortayBcounties of Marin, Sonoma, Napa and
Solano directly, residents will enjoy substantiahéfits through the improved intercity
access to Los Angeles and Silicon Valley that yis¢esn would provide. Since both SFO and
Oakland International Airports are regional airga@érving the entire Bay Area, North Bay
travelers can expect benefits similar to othetrawvelers: a significant alternative to air travel
and reduced terminal and airfield congestion foséhtravelers choosing to fly. North Bay
residents will be able to access the Transbay Tedrtiirough an extension of existing
airport bus services, or by ferry service to SaamEisco’s ferry terminal from multiple
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North Bay locations (Sausalito, San Rafael, Vallaejad others that may in the future be
constructed by the Bay Area Water Emergency Tratatan Authority).

Overall, 900,000 Bay Area workers live in a differeounty from where they work.
Approximately ten percent of those use public titanscommute, suggesting that 820,000
commute to work by highway. If, as has been sugge$ percent of Bay Area commuters
shift from cars to high-speed rail, Beacon Econanoiglculates that this would have the
effect if taking more than 40,000 cars off Bay Areads.

Airport Congestion and Traffic Mitigation

The Los Angeles (LAX) to San Francisco (SFO) airteaemains the most heavily traveled
in the United States, with 8.6 million in-state @ips in 2005. These trips account for about
43 percent of intercity trips between the two sitiy all modes of travel. Put differently,
more than 40 percent of travelers between the Lgekes and San Francisco Bay regions
travel by air. The Los Angeles Basin accounts tapércent of all flights from SFO and

36 percent of flights from both Oakland and SareJos

Growing demand for in-state travel will soon comfrcapacity constraints, however, as alll
three major Bay Area airports (San Francisco, @akknd San Jose) are projected by the
FAA to reach or exceed capacity within the nexiy28rs. A May 2007 Federal Aviation
Agency reportCapacity Needsin the National Airspace System, finds that four major
metropolitan areas in the U.S.—Los Angeles, NewkY Bhiladelphia and San Francisco—
do not have sufficient airport capacity to meetestpd demand by 2015. In the Bay Area,
for physical, environmental, and political reasamne of the three major airports currently
plans to expand runway capacity. To varying degrbesefore, high-speed rail will benefit
Bay Area airports and the travelers who use themedycing pressure on limited airfield
infrastructure and releiving airport congestion.

San Francisco International Airport (SFO)

While SFO has yet to regain the 41 million annwdgengers recorded just prior to 9/11 and
the collapse of the dot-com bubble, air traffic Bsvly recovered, reaching 35,792,707
passengers in 2007. As population, tourism anétlb@omy grow, SFO’s overall passenger
traffic is projected to increase to 61 million pasgers annually by 2030.

As SFO anticipates that growth, moves are undetw@ncourage fewer flights on heavily-
trafficked short-haul routes—such as SFO-LAX—indiagf increased long-haul
(transcontinental and international) service. Timseased orientation toward long-haul
traffic is particularly attractive to airport mareg, as long-distance flights require larger
aircraft with more passengers per plane, but feéligdits. This—along with demand
management (pricing of landing fees to reflect barfrhigh and low use) and deployment of
new technology to allow more frequent landings aompweather—would allow SFO to make
more efficient use of its limited runway capacity.
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Intercity Air Travel Between Southern California
and the San Francisco Bay Area (Annual Enplanements)

Projected Continued Percentage

Historical Trend Change
Airport 1992 2000 2005 2020| 2005-2020
Bay Area to Southern California Airports
San Francisco 1,667,290 1,531,306 2,949,590 5,883,1 89%
Oakland 1,317,960 2,072,328 2,644,380 4,474)188 68%
San Jose 687,680 2,127,8[L5 3,927,300 6,897,516 76%
Bay Area 3,674,922 5,733,449 9,541,270 16,934,887 7% 7
Southern California to Bay Area Airports
Los Angeles 1,688,870 2,286,330 4,212,440 6,819,689 62%
John Wayne 588,670 1,766,314 2,281,030 3,422,818 % 50
Ontario 559,980 607,930 1,213,240 1,881,429 55%
Burbank 705,110 1,066,844 1,834,560 2,582,695 41%
Long Beach 130,300 X X X X
So. California 3,672,930 5,727,418 9,541,270 1453B 54%
All Travel 7,345,860 10,856,550 19,082,540 31,64B4 62%
Source: FAA Terminal Area Forecasts and U.S. Deapant of Transportation O&D Database.
Note: These data represent all air trips, includiiath in-state and out-of-state (i.e., connecttreyjelers
and differ from the HST ridership forecasting modthich includes only in-state travelers.

SourceBay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train (HST) Program Environmental Impact Report / EIR/EIS
California High-Speed Rail Authority & U.S. DOT Ferdl Railroad Administration, May 2008 (1-7)

It should be noted at the same time that short-tauhectors are important feeders to long-
haul international and East Coast flights. Thigasticularly the case for major carriers such
as United that use the Bay Area as regional aednational hubs. SFO is therefore unlikely
to completely relinquish its intra-state businesthough it may in the future choose to focus
more on retaining those flights that serve a cotundanction. It should also be borne in

mind when considering future airfield utilizatidmat the decision where to fly or not fly is
made by airlines, not airports. SFO can be expdctadcommodate future airline requests to
use the airport for short-haul flights, but duaidield constraints and demand management
policies, those flights may be either more expemsivscheduled at less convenient hours.

Airfield capacity is a particular problem at SF@Q,ranways built following World War |l
approach their maximum levels of utilization. Régamoposals by the airport to build new
runways were blocked—for the medium term and pbsgiérmanently—by opposition in
the environmental community. That opposition, vatipport from San Francisco’s Board of
Supervisors, was provoked by the additional BdyHat new runways would require:
originally built on Bay fill, future runway exparmi can only happen if additional land can
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be created in the Bay, or by utilizing floating ways (an option considered but rejected by
the airport.) It is highly unlikely in the foresdsa future that the political dynamics
surrounding runway expansion at SFO will change.

Even with the adoption of new technologies andaa bbward larger aircraft, SFO therefore
faces a limit to its capacity to handle additioa@traft, particularly in bad weather when
fewer aircraft are permitted to land. These capamnstraints suggest that over the period
covered by this analysis (looking forward to 2080)gestion at SFO will worsen and short-
haul in-state traffic will face growing constraints

While travel by air is faster than travel by traghort-haul travel passengers spend more time
on the ground than in the air (factoring in trateebnd from the airport, arriving 60—90
minutes before flights, ticketing and security, bat including weather or other operating
delays). On a total-time-expended basis, theretomeel to Southern California by high-
speed rail will be competitive with travel by air.

High-speed rail connecting San Francisco to Soatlalifornia can be expected to mitigate
congestion by providing a competitive alternatiwestort-haul air travel. A mode shift of
passengers from plane to train will reduce demandhfstate flights from SFO, freeing up
limited airfield capacity for more efficient andchative long distance travel and giving the
airport added breathing room. Compared to the smemawhich no high-speed rail is
available, passengers who continue to use airltfavboth short-haul and long distance
flights should benefit from reduced crowding anthgs.

Oakland International Airport (OAK)

Compared to SFO, Oakland International Airport @refocused on short-haul domestic
travel, particularly in California. In contrast&-O, OAK’s traffic has grown since 9/11 and
the collapse of the dot-com bubble, from 9,879,658000 to 14,613,489 in 2007, mostly
through added service from short-haul and discoanters. In principle, Oakland and the
carriers serving it therefore are more vulnerablghe diversion of in-state passengers to
high-speed rail. However, because high-speed @ildvapproach San Francisco on a route
up the Peninsula, including a stop at Millorae/SR@h-speed rail will likely be less
competitive for air passengers using Oakland lattgonal Airport than for passengers
currently using SFO. This is due to two factorg dltlded time needed to access the high-
speed train from the East Bay (adding to totaltinge) and the fact that in transportation
environments, each shift of transit mode resulidecreased levels of ridership (in this case,
travel by car to Stockton, or a shift from BARTAC Transit at either San Francisco’s
Transbay Terminal or San Jose’s Diridon Station).

While high-speed rail is unlikely to divert sigmiéint traffic from Oakland International
Airport in the short-to-medium term, in the longerm, Oakland also faces runway capacity
constraints. For reasons similar to those face8H®, the construction of new runways in
the Bay does not appear to be a politically viadgeon. The airport’s master plan anticipates
that runway capacity will be reached by 2025. Whkitenomic conditions can move that date
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either forward or backward (recent economic coodgihave reduced passenger traffic at
OAK by 25%), the airport’s physical capacity willentually be reached, most likely within
the next 25 to 30 years.

To address that constraint, options being consideyeOakland (like SFO) include demand
management and strategies that would shift shetéilce flights to smaller regional airports.
Over the long-term, therefore, high-speed rail pitbvide a competitive alternative to air
travel through Oakland International Airport, rethgcairfield congestion and improving the
travel experience for passengers who continueddhgase facilities.

San Jose International Airport (SJC)

Mineta International Airport in San Jose would sepacts and benefits similar to SFO and
Oakland. Half of all flights at San Jose are tdrom Southern California. Expansion plans
now underway will eventually permit the airportserve 17.6 million passengers. As the
airport is currently serving 8-10 million passersgend current economic conditions have
reduced air service, San Jose’s airport will haxfécsent capacity for some time. Like San
Francisco’s and Oakland'’s airports, however, Mingtahysically and geographically
constrained, and capacity is expected to be fille@017. By reducing the volume of short-
haul traffic over the long term, high-speed rait t& expected both to reduce airport
congestion and to make it easier for the airpogrtov its long distance domestic and
international traffic.

While the diversion of intrastate air travelerghe high-speed rail system will yield
significant benefits for travelers and eventuatly &irports, airlines themselves could be
negatively impacted by a reduction in total fligtisand from the region. This, in turn, could
impact airline employment. As reported elsewhdre,rail system has the potential to divert
nearly one-third of the passengers on planes batiNeethern and Southern California. In
2007, the Bay Area’s three airports together avetaty9 flights per day connecting
Northern with Southern California destinations. Rewh for these flights should increase
with population. Indeed, Beacon Economics estimthiasif load factors (how full the planes
are) and plane sizes remained the same as théydang this number would have to increase
to 568 to accommodate the likely growth in demayp@®20. Using different assumptions of
load factors, high-speed rail could reduce the alvaumber of flights to and from the region
between 119 and 173, a significant fraction ofwagl air traffic. In 2007, flights per day
totaled 1,539. If, over time, total flights at tlegion’s airports were to increase by 20
percent, the reductions discussed above would amodretween 6 and 9 percent of all
takeoffs and landings. Given the capacity consisahthese three airports, high-speed rail
could provide significant congestion relief.
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Urban Development, Land Use
and Quality of Life

Apart from job creation, business attraction andbility benefits, Bay Area residents will see
significant impacts from high-speed rail in therfoof new urban patterns. Local planning
agencies in the Bay Area and elsewhere in Califioangé increasingly moving toward policies
designed to encourage a more compact urban fortin,gneater density of business activity,
jobs and residential housing in proximity to pultfignsit. City and county general plans are
increasingly seeking to direct new development towiafill projects in urban centers. High-
density, mixed-use development at or near traesiters has several objectives: mobility
(decreased automobile use), walkable communitgestatized urban centers, and the slowing
or reversal of existing land use patterns in wigiatwth occurs through horizontal sprawl
that consumes open space and farmland, addingipedsshighway systems. As already
noted, in recent decades, that horizontal movemmasnspread to the north, east and south of
the Bay Area, but it is particularly evident in acignt Central Valley counties.

The Bay Area’s experience with BART suggests timel kif development patterns high-speed
rail could be expected to generate: infill develepm mixed-use communities incorporating
denser housing and retail services, more conceqtigfice development, higher
employment density, and a stronger local tax bas904 BART study estimated that since
the 1970s, 113,000 office jobs had been addednrF&ancisco within one-third mile of
downtown BART stations, and another 16,400 jobsheh added within one-third mile of
downtown Oakland BART stations. Office space shawsnilar pattern: in 1962 about 59
percent of San Francisco office space was withathird mile of the future downtown
BART stations. By 2004, that number had risen t@&@ent. Eighty-two percent of new
office construction in San Francisco from 1999 @642 was within one-third mile of BART,
and those buildings are, on average, twice thedfingher office buildings. Residential
development also tends to concentrate and incieasdue: another 1999 BART study found
that home values in Alameda and Contra Costa amiimicreased by 4-5 percent close to
BART (compared to more distant homes) and rent pnas increased by 12—40 percent.
Other research found a significant amount of nawalehousing development within walking
distance (one-third mile) of BART.

Proposed high-speed rail stations in the Bay Arealavbe compatible with and supportive
of this pattern of transit-oriented developmente Type of jobs likely to be drawn to high-
speed train station areas—services, governmeatnde and real estate—are particularly
suited to higher-density settings (e.g., high-afee buildings) of the type envisioned for
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high-speed train stations. Access by foot to higéesl trains can also be expected to
stimulate higher-density residential developmertdlase proximity to the stations.

As high-speed train stations become magnets fceeldpment, some part of the new
development they attract will reflect the consdiioia of growth that would occur even
without high-speed rail but would locate in outlyiareas or along highways. Other
development is likely to come from new firms atteacto the area by access to high-speed
rail. Either way, concentrated development nean-sigeed train stations can be expected to
reduce future sprawl and highway congestion irréiggon. Property owners and developers
can also expect to benefit from the rising landigalin the surrounding area due to improved
access by companies to their workers, to the quafiitife benefits that residents perceive
from access to public transit, and to retail atfigtimulated by the greater flow of residents
and commuters through the station.

Supplementing the economic attractiveness of tigostdistricts themselves, policy tools
available to local governments to facilitate thpa#terns include zoning that encourages
mixed use, density bonuses, public-private parkmess tax increment finance, and tax
abatement programs.

In the Central Valley, the easier access to woreiacshousing afforded by high-speed rail
could, under one scenario, serve to acceleratBdliédrea’s outward sprawl. A more likely
scenario, however, would see high-speed trairosigerving as a stimulant for urban
revitalization and economic development in coreanrbenters. Whether new stations are
centrally located in central business districtinasutlying greenfield areas will have a
critical impact on the urban forms that result. dlogovernments’ general plans and
incentives tied to the dissemination of bond fusldsuld be designed to encourage compact
development patterns in cities that host high-spesed stations.

In the Bay Area, two key facilities— the Transbagriinal in San Francisco and Diridon
Station in San Jose—can be expected to stimulatiends of urban patterns described above.

Transbay Terminal

When completed, San Francisco’s Transbay Termirnlbbe/the most connected intermodal
facility in the state—and, perhaps, the nation.dted within blocks of the city’s Financial
District and in the heart of the fast-developingitBoof Market area, the Transbay Terminal
will be designed to deliver high-speed rail to teater of San Francisco’s urban core. From
there, high-speed train passengers will be abdemnmect to regional bus systems (Muni, AC
Transit, SamTrans and Golden Gate Transit) andM@ Bby a special pedestrian link.
Regional ferries will be a short walk away.

According to the Association of Bay Area Governnsetitere were 200,000 jobs in
downtown San Francisco in 2005. By 2035, that nurnsbexpected to grow to 436,000.
High-speed rail access can be expected to reinfhivamtown San Francisco’s position as a
major employment center, retaining existing buseesand attracting new businesses whose
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employees and executives travel frequently withadtate. Similarly, high-speed rail can be
expected to attract new downtown residents whos& vequires frequent travel to the
Central Valley or Southern California and who wob&hefit from living within walking
distance of the Transbay Terminal.

Plans for the district immediately surrounding tiesv terminal support this compact pattern
of development, with 3,400 new housing units plahred a dramatic increase in height for
office buildings above the levels currently allow@doximity to high-speed rail would enable
such density and contribute to the viability of theestments necessary to support residential
and commercial development on this scale, and ¢irdbose investments, would contribute
to the financial viability of the terminal projeitself.

Diridon Station

Civic leaders in San Jose envision high-speedsaihe catalyst for the expansion of Diridon
Station, the redevelopment of the urban distriotiad it, and the continued revitalization and
expansion of downtown San Jose. San Jose’s cyropniation of 975,000 is projected to
grow to 1.4 million by 2040. The city’s goal isgshape how and where that growth is
accommodated, by incentivizing growth within thereat urban footprint.

gL = — :_:_ - ..: i I . . : : = - =
R e T B N
San Jose Station: This conceptualization showglas$peed rail station in San Jose and the potersdiagit

oriented development that it could bring.
Source: Newlands & Company, Inc., www.nc3d.com

With the addition of high-speed rail, Diridon Stattiis targeted to become the principal
intermodal transit hub for Silicon Valley and theugh Bay, on a scale comparable to San
Francisco’s Transbay Terminal. As already notedseagers arriving by high speed train
would be able to access multiple rail systems feosingle facility: the Capital Corridor train,
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Amtrak, the Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) traia)ley Transportation Authority light
rail (via a pedestrian connector) and, eventu8ART. BART would also connect Diridon
passengers to Mineta International Airport. Ridgrshrough the station is projected at up to
35,000 passengers daily.

Proposed Land Use - Diridon Station Area, Downtown San Jose

Residential -
low density

Transit-oriented
mixed-use 9

Comﬁggg: : 6 |

ST

Office (:1 I

Combined Industrial/ m
Commercial &

Public park

Incremental Infill =522 I
Development Siiemisls

The Alameda

figure 39
Proposed Land Use

Source Diridon /Arena Strategic Development Plan, San Jose, California, San Jose Redevelopment Agency,
April 2003 (3-9)

In 2005, the San Jose City Council adopted a matderthat expands downtown San Jose to
include the Diridon Station area, the largest rengi portion of the downtown area suitable
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for high-density development. The station is seetha centerpiece of a new urban district
that will extend downtown to the west. Developmglains for downtown San Jose call for
10,000 new housing units and an additional 10 omlsquare feet of office space, most of
which would be located in the Diridon district. R$afor the district call for mixed-use,
transit-oriented development including housinggitebffice and entertainment development
in an environment that encourages pedestrian, leieytd transit-oriented activity. Within
this framework, the higher land values adjacerhé#ostation that high-speed rail can be
expected to stimulate would potentially supportdheation of a regionally significant
entertainment district, converting parking lotsaadjnt to HP Pavilion to higher value uses.
Open space improvements in the adjacent Guadaliyee &d Los Gatos Creek areas are
expected to enhance the attractiveness and litsabflthe district.
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Environmental Considerations

Implementing high-speed rail will contribute to lemlevels of C@Qemissions—an important
state goal since the 2006 passage of AB32, theaGWhrming Solutions Act, which sets a

statewide target to reduce carbon emissions to [E9@@s by 2020, and more deeply after that.

High-Speed Rail Travel Times, CO, Savings and
Prices to/from Select Destinations

CO,

Distance Saved per Ticket
City Pairs (miles) Time Trip (Ibs.) Price (est.)
San Francisco to Los Angele 432 2:38 324 $55
San Francisco to San Diego 616 3:56 462 $70
San Francisco to Anaheim 456 2:57 349 $58
San Francisco to Bakersfield 284 151 213 $43
San Francisco to Fresno 188 1:20 141 $32
San Francisco to Merced 131 1:14 98 $30
San Francisco to Sacrament 284 1:53 213 $40
San Francisco to San Jose 48 0:30 36 $10
San Francisco to SFO 14 0:13 10 $8
San Jose to Los Angeles 384 2:09 288 $51
San Jose to San Diego 567 3:39 425 $66
San Jose to Burbank 374 2:17 280 $50
San Jose to Bakersfield 236 1:34 177 $38
San Jose to Fresno 140 1:03 105 $28
San Jose to Merced 83 0:45 62 $26

Sourceinteractive Route Map, California High-Speed Rail Authority, www.cahigieedrail.ca.gov

The Association of Bay Area Governments reports30gpercent of the Bay Area’s (and 40
percent of the state’s) greenhouse gas emissions rom transportation. These figures are
directly proportional to levels of fuel consumptj@nd it is reasonable to expect that as

traffic grows, this figure will continue to riserdvel by car is currently the dominant form of
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intercity travel, and automobile trips are projecte account for more than 95 percent of all
intercity travel and 86 percent of longer interditps by 2030. Also by 2030, nearly 50
percent of all intercity trips within California have a destination somewhere in the Bay
Area or the Central Valley.

The proposed high-speed rail system is projectédve as many as 95 million annual riders—
passengers who would otherwise be driving carlyioigt Implementing high-speed rail will
therefore reduce total automobile-generated alufawits in the region and the state. The
diversion of travelers to high-speed rail will leaxda 5 percent reduction in vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) statewide, and a 7—12 percent reduction énBhay Area and the Central Valley.

A mode shift from cars to rail will therefore yiestgnificant environmental benefits in terms
of both energy use (by reducing the amount of gnesgd for transportation) and €O
reduction. Analysis produced by the European tsgg#iem Eurostar finds that a trip on a
high-speed train between London and Paris genevatesenth the carbon dioxide produced
on an equivalent flight. High speed trains use axpnately one-third the energy of travel by
plane, and one-fifth the energy of travel by cag.shown in the table on the preceding page,
a high-speed rail trip from San Francisco to Logi@as will save 324 pounds of ¢0ver

the same trip by car; the same trip from San Jaégenerate 288 pounds less of £0
Overall, high-speed rail is projected to reduce €issions in California by 12 billion
pounds per year by 2030.
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Appendix

Annual Ridership Forecast Summary

Source of Ridership Boardings
Bay Area 22,375,000
Sacramento/Stockton 8,758,000
San Joaquin Valley 7,740,000
Southern California 55,017,000

Total Annual Boardings (inter- and intraregional) | 93,890,000

Intraregional Boardings 23,045,000

% Boardings Intraregional 25%

Source Bay Area/California High-Speed Rail Ridership and Revenue Forecasting
Sudy, Cambridge Systematics, August 2007 (2-2)

Projected Boardings for Selected Bay Area Stations

Station Annual Boardings
San Francisco (Transbay Terminal) 11,699,20(¢
Millbrae 1,180,700
Redwood City 2,014,000
San Jose (Diridon Station) 5,338,000
Gilroy 1,767,000

Source Bay Area/California High-Speed Rail Ridership and Revenue
Forecasting Sudy, Cambridge Systematics, August 2007 (2-10)
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Transportation Mode Shares for Key California Markets

All of California

San Joaquin Valley
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Source Bay Area/California High-Speed Rail Ridership and Revenue Forecasting Sudy, Cambridge Systematics,
August 2007 (2-3)
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